ARGUMENTS/REMARKS 



Claims 1 , 5 through 7, 1 0, 1 4, 1 5, 1 9, 23, 24, 28 through 31 , 33 through 
35, 37 through 42, 44 through 46, 48 through 53, 55 through 57, 59, 60 and 73 
through 81 are pending in the application. Independent claims 73 through 75 
have been amended. 

In the Office Action, claims 1-5 10, 14, 15, 19, 23, 24, 28 through 31, 33 
through 35, 37 through 42, 44 through 46, 48 through 53, 55 through 57, 59, 60 
and 73 through 81 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as based 
on a non-enabling disclosure. The Office Action alleges that a clear definition of 
"ad hoc" and "serial job" is not included in the claims or enabled by the disclosure 
and that they are not explained in the Specification in such a way to enable one 
or ordinary skill in the art to understand the differenced between the two and to 
make such a determination. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Independent claims 73, 74 and 75 contain the following limitations: 

[l]f the current job is an ad hoc job, presenting one or more ad hoc 
display screens for a user to define an ad hoc job that includes a 
variety of labels having different content, some of the labels of said 
ad hoc job being unrelated to other labels of said ad hoc job; 

if the current job is a serial job, presenting one of more serial 
display screens for a user to define a serial job that includes a 
plurality of labels having different content and related to one 
another in a sequential fashion. 

The Specification broadly describes an ad hoc job as one that "inlcudes a 
variety of different labels that may or may not be related. For instance, an ad hoc 
job may include replacement labels for an existing set of labels. Some of these 
labels will bear no ordered sequence relation to other labels in the job. However, 
the ad hoc job is versatile enough to include a group of labels that have an 
ordered sequence.". In summary, an ad hoc job is one that is the following: a) a 
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variety of different labels that may or may not be related; b) replacement labels 
for an existing set of labels; c) labels of such jobs will bear no ordered sequence 
relation to other labels in the job; and d) jobs that include a group of labels that 
have an ordered sequence. The term "ad hoc" is permissible broadly described 
in the Specification. (Page 8) 

Similarly, a "serial job" is generated from a "serial job display screen 142 
[[that]] includes a job name 144, a label template 146, a bar code orientation 154, 
a rotate bar code 155, a label indicator 156, an indicator position 158, a bar code 
suppress 178, a characters suppress 180, a positional palette 174, and a 
character palette 176 that each have the same functionality as the like named 
entry areas of ad hoc display screen." Further, in the immediately following 
paragraph modified in an amendment, a "Serial Job" is further described. As the 
term "serial" suggests, "serial display screen 142 also includes a number of 
labels 1 60 for entry of the number of labels for the serial sequence. A numerical 
sequence 162 includes an increment 164 and a decrement 166 to designate 
whether the sequence is ascending (increment) or descending (decrement) and 
an amount 168 to designate the amount of increment or decrement." 
(Amendment of March 17, 2004, p. 2) 

From the Specification the Serial job is one that has the same 
characteristics as an "ad hoc" job and it defines a labels in a serial sequence or a 
numerical sequence. 

Furthermore, the independent claims 73 through 75 have been amended 
rendering the alleged rejections moot. Support for these amendments can be 
found in the specification at pages 8 through 13. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, are 
respectfully requested. 
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In the Office Action, claims 1-5 10, 14, 15, 19, 23, 24, 28 through 31, 33 
through 35, 37 through 42, 44 through 46, 48 through 53, 55 through 57, 59, 60 
and 73 through 81 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

As discussed above with respect to independent claims 73, 74 and 75, the 
clarity of the terms "ad hoc job" and "serial job" are not unclear. Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

The Specification broadly describes an ad hoc job as one that "includes a 
variety of different labels that may or may not be related. For instance, an ad hoc 
job may include replacement labels for an existing set of labels. Some of these 
labels will bear no ordered sequence relation to other labels in the job. However, 
the ad hoc job is versatile enough to include a group of labels that have an 
ordered sequence.". In summary, an ad hoc job is one that is the following: a) a 
variety of different labels that may or may not be related; b) replacement labels 
for an existing set of labels; c) labels of such jobs will bear no ordered sequence 
relation to other labels in the job; and d) jobs that include a group of labels that 
have an ordered sequence. That a term "ad hoc" is broadly described does not 
make that term vague or indefinite. An "ad hoc job" of the present invention has 
numerous characteristics ad disclosed. 

Similarly, a "serial job" is generated from a "serial job display screen 142 
[[that]] includes a job name 144, a label template 146, a bar code orientation 154, 
a rotate barcode 155, a label indicator 156, an indicator position 158, a bar code 
suppress 178, a characters suppress 180, a positional palette 174, and a 
character palette 176 that each have the same functionality as the like named 
entry areas of ad hoc display screen." Further, in the immediately following 
paragraph modified iryan amendme nt, a "serial j!ob is further described. As the 
term "serial" suggests,^erial display screen 142 also includes a number of 
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labels 160 for entry of the number of labels for the serial sequence. A numerical 
sequence 162 includes an increment 164 and a decrement 166 to designate 
whether the sequence is ascending (increment) or descending (decrement) and 
an amount 168 to designate the amount of increment or decrement. 
(Amendment of March 17, 2004, P. 2) 

// " 

From the Specification a serial job is one that has the same characteristics 
as an "ad hoc" job and it defines^flabels in a serial sequence or a numerical 
sequence. 

Regarding the argument of Page 4 that "related to one another in a 
sequential fashion is unclear", Applicants respectfully disagree. The plain 
meaning of the words in conjunction with the amended paragraph of March 17, 
2004 (p. 2) make clear that a sequential fashion relates to an ordered sequence. 
A reading of all the paragraphSy^f" in the specification make clear the meaning of 
the individual terms. 

Furthermore, the independent claims 73 through 75 have been amended 
rendering the alleged rejections moot. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
rejection are respectfully requested. 

In the Office Action, claims 10, 14, 15, 19, 23, 24, 39 through 42, 44 
through 46, 48 through 53, 55 through 57, 59, 60, 74 through 77, 80 and 81 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as including more than one statutory class of 
invention. 

The claimed program in claim 74 is a further limitation to the memory. 
The claim has been amended and the 35 U.S.C. 101 rejection is now moot. 
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Regarding claim 75, the claimed memory medium is of a single statutory 
class. The claim has been amended to address the indicated concern. The 
claimed program in claim 74 is a further limitation to the memory. The claim has 
been amended and the 35 U.S.C. 101 rejection is now moot. 

The Office Action rejects claims 73 through 75 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,448,685 to Ogura et al., hereafter Ogura. 

This rejection is traversed. This rejection is erroneous because Ogura 
lacks a step or element recited in independent claims 73-75. Namely, Ogura 
lacks the step of "responding to an inputted selection of a current job as a current 
job is an ad hoc job or a serial job", as recited in claims 73 and 74. With regard 
to claim 75, the "selecting of a current job as an ad hock or a serial job is not 
disclosed. The Examiner admits that Ogura does not use the terms "ad hoc job" 
and "serial job", but contends, based on the definition of the ad hoc job contained 
in Applicants' specification at page 8, lines 16-24, that one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was [made] could interpret any job of Ogura as the 
disclosed and claimed AD HOC JOB". This contention is unfounded in law as 35 
U.S.C. 1 02(b) does not refer to one of ordinary skill in the art. The Examiner has 
cited no authority for this view of the law permitting a test of one of ordinary skill 
for interpretation of language for a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(b). 

Moreover, Ogura contains no teaching of a mechanism or software that 
determines "if a current job is an ad hoc job or a serial job". Ogura discloses a 
label making machine with software that enables a user to specify or edit label 
size, layout position, identification codes (pertaining to standard sizes of labels 
and positions on the label sheet) and character sizes as noted at column 2, lines 
11-15, and page 3, lines 5-9. 

To substantiate the reading of claims 73-75 on Ogura, the Examiner cites 
Ogura's Fig. 7 and column 7, lines 31-39, column 9, lines 32-60, and column 23, 
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lines 1 7-24, as support for the rejection. Ogura's Fig. 7 depicts a view of a sheet 
of labels arranged in rows and columns and an insertion (or feed) direction. 
Column 7, lines 31-39, refers to a CPU 30 of Fig. 6 that "systematically controls a 
character input, character editing, selection of the type of label sheet, display 
operations and printing operations". Neither Fig. 7 nor this citation teaches 
"responding to an inputted selection of a current job as an ad hoc or serial job" as 
claimed. 

Ogura's column 9, lines 32-60, citation describes the operation sequence 
of CPU 30 of the flow chart shown in Figs. 8A and 8B, beginning with step 14. 
However, it is noted that the user has already powered up the machine and, from 
an initial screen of the options of "label formation" and "address book", has 
selected "label formation" at steps 8 and 12 as described in column 9, lines 23- 
27. There is no teaching that "label formation" and "address book" are an "ad 
hoc job" and a "serial job" as claimed. 

Step 14 then gives the user the option of selecting selection menus of 
"new information" and "continuation". CPU 30 determines which selection menu 
is selected. If the continuation menu is selected, the contents of a previous work 
are displayed so that the user can input a character (steps 18, 20 and 22). The 
continuation menu is not disclosed or taught as an ad hoc job or a serial job. 
Therefore, the step sequence of 14, 16, 18, 20 and 22 does not teach a 
determination of whether "a current job is an ad hoc job or a serial job" as 
claimed. 

If new formation is selected at step 16, CPU 30 at step 24 presents a 
screen that designates a label sheet for designating a new character string. 
Steps 26 and 28 verify that the displayed label sheet is correct. Step 30 presents 
a character input screen. The new formation menu is not disclosed or taught as 
an ad hoc job or a serial job. Therefore, the step sequence of 14, 16, 24, 26, 26, 
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28 and 30 does not teach responding to an inputted selection of a current job as 
an ad hoc job or a serial job" as claimed. 

Ogura's column 23, lines 17-24, citation merely addresses the printing of 
labels and does not disclose or teach any of the steps of independent claims 73- 
75. 

Since Ogura lacks the determining step, Ogura also lacks the presenting 
steps, which are conditional on the determining step. 

For the reason set forth above, it is submitted that the rejection of claims 
73 through 75 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by Ogura is erroneous and 
should be withdrawn. 

The Office Action rejects claims 1, 5 through 7, 10, 14, 15, 19, 23, 24, 28 
through 31 , 33 through 35, 37, 39 through 42, 44 through 46, 48, 50 through 53, 
55 through 57 and 59 under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as unpatentable over Ogura in view 
of U.S Patent No. 5,533,176 to Best et al., hereafter Best. 

This rejection is erroneous. Claims 1, 5 through 7, 10, 14, 15, 19, 23, 24, 
28 through 31, 33 through 35, 37, 39 through 42, 44 through 46, 48, 50 through 
53, 55 through 57 and 59 are dependent on independent claims 73 through 75. 
As noted above in the discussion of independent claims 73 through 75, Ogura 
lacks the determining step. Best is not cited as supplying this deficiency and 
does not teach it. Therefore, this rejection is erroneous. 

With respect to claims 28, 29, 33 through 35, 37, 39, 40, 44 through 46, 
48, 50, 51, 55 through 57 and 59, the Examiner contends that Best discloses the 
ability of the user to assign positional palettes to the character positions as 
claimed by these claims. The Examiner substantiates this contention with the 
citation of Fig. 1 and column 4, line 41, through column 8, line 20. Applicants 
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have been unable to find any substantiation in this citation or any other part of 
Best for the claimed assignment of positional palettes. It is noted that Best 
discloses the capability for the user to add or modify graphics. However, Best 
does not teach what the graphics are except for a logo at column 4, line 26. 
Clearly, Best does not teach that the graphics capability includes the ability to 
assign positional palettes as claimed. 

With respect to claims 6, 7, 15 and 24, the Examiner admits that Ogura 
does not disclose the suppression of the printing of a bar code or at least one 
character position. The Examiner does not cite Best as teaching this feature, but 
contends that the feature would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art without citing any supporting evidence. Without the citation of supporting 
evidence, the Examiner has not made a prima facie case for the rejection. 
Therefore, the rejection is erroneous. 

With respect to claims 30, 31 , 41 , 42, 52 and 53, the Examiner contends 
that one of ordinary skill would have inherently recognized that the character to 
be printed could be a prefix or a suffix without citing any supporting evidence. 
Without the citation of supporting evidence, the Examiner has not made a prima 
facie case for the rejection. Therefore, the rejection is erroneous. 

There is no motivation for one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Ogura 
and Best. Ogura teaches a system that is useful for printing address labels, post 
cards, tack labels and cassette labels (to identify the items stored on the 
cassette). On the other hand, Best teaches a system for the design of bar code 
labels and the printing of the labels on various types of printers. There is no 
motivation for one skilled in the art to modify Ogura with the bar code teachings 
of Best so as to convert Ogura into a bar code printing system. 

The Office Action suggestion to combine Ogura and Best is improperly 
based on the hindsight of Applicants' disclosure. Such hindsight reconstruction 
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of the art cannot be the basis of a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103. The prior art 
itself must suggest that modification or provide the reason or motivation for 
making such modification. In re Laskowski . 871 F.2d 115,117,10 USPQ 2d 
1397, 1398-1399 (CAFC, 1989). "The invention must be viewed not after the 
blueprint has been drawn by the inventor, but as it would have been perceived in 
the state of the art that existed at the time the invention was made." Sensonics 
Inc. v. Aerosonic Corp . 38 USPQ 2d 1551, 1554 (CAFC, 1996), citing 
Interconnect Planning Corp. v. Fell , 774 F. 2d 1132, 1138, 227 USPQ 543, 547 
(CAFC, 1985). 

For the reasons set forth above, it is submitted that the rejection of claims 
1 , 5 through 7, 1 0, 1 4, 1 5, 1 9, 23, 24, 28 through 31 , 33 through 35, 37, 39 
through 42, 44 through 46, 48, 50 through 53, 55 through 57 and 59 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) is erroneous and should be withdrawn. 

The Office Action rejects claims 38, 49 and 60 under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Ogura in view of Best and further in view U.S. Patent No. 
4,718,784 to Drisko, hereafter referred to as Drisko and U.S. Patent No. 
5,621 ,864 to Benade et al., hereafter referred to as Benade. 

This rejection is erroneous. Claims 38, 49 and 60 are dependent on 
independent claims 73 through 75 and on dependent claims 28, 39 and 50 as 
well. As noted above in the discussion of independent claims 73 through 75, 
Ogura lacks the determining step. Best is not cited as supplying this deficiency 
and does not teach it. Also, as noted above in the discussion of dependent 
claims 28, 39 and 50, neither Ogura nor Best discloses the assignment of 
positional palettes as claimed. Neither Drisko nor Benade supplies this 
deficiency. Therefore, this rejection is erroneous. 

Moreover, the Examiner's contention that the combination of Ogura and 
Best would permit a user to designate a sequence of numbers on the labels and 
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to save the last number in the sequence for future use when designing additional 
labels is erroneous. There is no teaching in either Ogura or Best for a user to 
enter a numerical sequence or of software that would enable it or respond to it as 
claimed. Furthermore, there is no teaching in Ogura or Best for the user to do 
another plurality of labels that continues with the next number in the sequence as 
claimed. 

The Examiner contends in paragraph 6.2.2 that Drisko teaches a system 
that permits a user to enter information that would provide functionality as noted 
at items A, B, C and D. Contrary to the Examiner's contention, Drisko does not 
teach the functionality of items A, B and D. As to item A, Drisko merely selects a 
file of label designs from disk 28. Drisko contains no teaching for the user to 
enter or modify the alphnumeric content of any label. As to item B, Drisko 
teaches to modify attributes of the text as a whole, but not as to each character 
position. As to item D, Drisko's serial numbers are already on the labels 
retrieved from disk 28. Drisko contains no teaching for the user to enter or 
modify any serial number. 

The Examiner is apparently citing Drisko as teaching the appearance of 
serial numbers on labels of a file. The Examiner concedes that Drisko does not 
teach saving the last serial number so that a subsequent plurality of labels could 
be printed continuing with the next serial number. 

The Examiner contends that Benade teaches a system that permits a user 
to design one or more labels that are sequentially identified by an unique indicia. 
The Examiner further contends that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
inherently recognize that Benade's system would keep track of the last unique 
indicia used in a sequence so that the next indicia used would not be identical 
without the citation of supporting evidence. In fact, Benade's system 
automatically generates the sequence based on user input of the nature of the 
sequence and the start and end values. However, Benade does not teach 
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saving the last value in the sequence. Therefore, Benade contains no teaching 
to support the Examiner's contention. Accordingly, the Examiner can make no 
prima facie case based on Benade. 

There is no motivation to combine four different patents, Ogura, Best, 
Drisko and Benade as suggested by the Examiner. As noted above, there is no 
motivation to combine Ogura with Best. For similar reasons, there is no 
motivation to combine Ogura with either Drisko or Benade. That is, Ogura's 
system is radically different that those of Drisko and Benade. 

The Office Action suggestion to combine four different patents, Ogura, 
Best, Drisko and Benade, is improperly based on the hindsight of Applicants' 
disclosure. Such hindsight reconstruction of the art cannot be the basis of a 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103. The prior art itself must suggest that modification 
or provide the reason or motivation for making such modification. In re 
Laskowski , 871 F.2d 115,117,10 USPQ 2d 1 397, 1 398-1 399 (CAFC, 1 989). 
"The invention must be viewed not after the blueprint has been drawn by the 
inventor, but as it would have been perceived in the state of the art that existed at 
the time the invention was made." Sensonics Inc. v. Aerosonic Corp . 38 USPQ 
2d 1551, 1554 (CAFC, 1996), citing Interconnect Planning Corp. v. Feil , 774 F. 
2d 1132, 1138, 227 USPQ 543, 547 (CAFC, 1985). 

For the reasons set forth above, it is submitted that the rejection of claims 
38, 49 and 60 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) is erroneous and should be withdrawn. 

The Office Action cites U.S. Patent No. 5,615,123 to Davidson et al., 
hereafter Davidson, as noted at paragraph of the Office Action. Davidson has 
been reviewed, but is believed to be inapplicable to the claims. 

Newly added claims 76, 78 and 80 recite that the variety of labels of the 
ad hoc job comprises at east one series of an ordered sequence of labels in 
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addition to the some labels of the labels that are unrelated to other labels of the 
ad hoc job. Neither Ogura, Best, Drisko or Benade disclose or teach such an ad 
hoc job alone or in combination with a serial job. Newly added claims 77, 79 and 
81 recite that the sequential fashion of the serial job is a predetermined ordered 
sequence. Ogura, Best, Drisko and Benade do not teach the combination of the 
serial job and an ad hoc job. 

For the reasons set forth above that the rejections under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
and 35 U.S.C. 103(a) be withdrawn, that claims 1, 5 through 7, 10, 14, 15, 19, 
23, 24, 28 through 31 , 33 through 35, 37 through 42, 44 through 46, 48 through 
53, 55 through 57, 59, 60 and 73 through 81 be allowed and that this application 
be passed to issue. 
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